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Anasic
Avelzn Transportation issues at the county line were significantly discussed and developad in
sl the preparation of that report at many workshops between staffs and elected officials
that resulted in this valuable study. As pointed out in cur comments, the resulls of that
Botifzwer GAT“E Wﬁ\(\r;,,(,;)l IES effort are not included or even addressed in the |-405 DEIR/EIS.
Bed Garcdans There are other examples of agency coordination from the GCCOG where, for example,
Cavritos we have included staff of OCTA in meetings on the preparation of the SR-81/1-605/1-405
June 28. 2012 Feasibility Study curently underway. OCTA staff has attended, at our request, many of
Commerce: 3 our detailed meetings on the planning of 1-405 improvements in Los Angeles County.
) " . We have made numerous requests to have meetings with senior OCTA stafl since the 1
Corpem  Smita Deshpande, Branch Chief ; . .
’ CaI;rans Dis[:rict 12 beginning of this year, but nothing has been arranged. When the GCCOG completed
sy 9201 Dupont Drive, Ste, 200 an SR-91/-605/-405 Initial Corridor Studies Report in 2008, we provided that
Irvine, CA. 82612 ' information to both OCTA and Caltrans District 12 for their use in planning
Downey T improvements at the county fine for 1-405. As pointed out in our aftached comments,
Hewaticn Gorders 405 DEIR/EIS Comments nene of these coordination efforts, materials or reports initiated or completed by the
GCCOG were either used or even referenced in the 1-405 DEIR/EIS, We are not even
rustiegion Fork o pehalf of the Gateway Cities Council of Governments (GCCOG) Board of sure if the GCCOG was included in the NOP for the 1-405 DEIREIS, We know the City
lotisboHeghs  Directors (27 cities and Los Angeles County), we are submitting our comments \ o_f Long Beach was included but are not sure if their comments or suggestions at the
i on the DEIR/EIS for the proposed 1-405 improvements that border our agency's time of the NOP were all addressed
fa#wda  goutherly border at the largest community in the GCCCOG, Long Beach. More . )
- detailed comments are included in the attachment. A summary of our In addition to these referenced studies, we have also had prepared extensive traffic
uoed comments are on the last two pages of the attachment. The GCCOG Board modeling that includes 1-405 inte Orange County and numerous traffic modeling runs
tong feath  as revi this letter and has unanimously concurred with its comments and that include various tolling options if Alternative 3 (toll option) extends intc Los Angeles
. b - County. Some of the initial traffic model runs for tolling were provided to the OCTA staff
is submitting it to Caltrans District 12. - . 3 > 2
tymwood months ago for coordination purposes. We will be glad to share these results with you,
Maposd While supporting the idea of improving the 1-405 south of the Los Angeles which are significant, as part of any inter-county trans_pcrta!inp planning that the
County bl::?'der gas indicated in §ur cggmments we believe the plannir'lgg and GCCOG is recommending. We believe that is the type of information that should have
Howibelo cyacution of the DEIR/EIS is repeating the mistakes of the past between the been Includediin the 1405 DEIRTELS,
Morwat WO counties that resulted in the 1-5 freeway being improved in Orange Count <
- while not being addressed in Los Angeles gounly.g Thz cities that rep%esent “1: The GCCOG has oullined in the attached comments the major deficiencies of the 1-405
foomewt  GCCOG are the agencies behind addressing thal deficiency for many years DEIR/EIS and is going on record that it is incomplete as it did not include any regional
) and are now parnered with the Los Angeles County Metropoiitan coordination with the GCCOG, the City of Long Beach, MTA or District 7. For example,
Lt Transportation Autherity (MTA) and Caltrans District 7 to finally begin the as indicated in our comments, the DEIR/EIS includes no analysis of impacts along 1-405
Sova Fa Springs improvernenis to I-5 In southeast Los Angeles County last year. The GCCOG or F60S in Los Angeles County. Our own traffic modeling shows sighificant impacts for
supports continuing those improvements on 1-5 into downtown Los Angeles. both the freeways as well as the arterial highways. Furthermore, the 1-405 DEIR/EIS
Signa! Hill dees not, for example, analyze the impacls to the arterial highway system in any > 3
" " " s i ail at the north end of the project, within your preject limits, or on an
<oun Gt The GCCOG is warking with aur partners, MTA and District 7, to address the sufficient detail at the proj your proj , Or on any
= {ransportation issues of southeast Los Angeles County. This has resulted in arterial highways in Long Beach. The GCCOG has studied more arlerial highway
Ver  proceeding with either environmental documents or studies of all the freeways intersections at the county line than the [-405 DEIR/EIS and has provided that
_in southeast Los Angeles County and cooperation with other agencies for all information to the OCTA staff.  Why is it not used? The OCTA stafi has made
Whitter other transportation projects located in or which travel through the GCCOG numerous presentalions on this project to GCCOG commitiees and has attended our
County of los Angeles— @rea.  This includes, for example, regional bus coordination, coordination with SR-91/-405/-605 TAC meetings. Why is there no reciprocity?
the California High Speed Rail Authority, major commuter rail studies, arterial . . . . :
Fort of iong Beach highway studles'getc. Additionally, weﬂi!:a\re rleached out to OCTA and District In summary, the GCCOG is not pleased to be put in the position of having to respond in
12 in the past, resulting in the preparation of the Orange and Los Angeles Inter- this fashion and wants to support the efforts of OCTA and Caltrans District 12 to 4
County Transportation Study completed in February 2008,
2
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improve |-405, but by not recognizing the good transportation planning that has \
occurred in the past, not doing any regional planning or coordination across the county
line, and not responding to the GCCOG's request for coordination meetings, we have to
stale the 1-405 DEIR/EIS is deficient and incomplete as it does not address the issues
and concerns outlined in the attachment. This includes coordination of transit services
at the county line that could reduce traffic on 1-405 {see the Orange and Los Angeles
Inter-County Transportation Study from 2008). Therefore, we are requesting that the |-
405 DEIR/EIS be re-done and then re-circulated after the issues and concerns of the
GCCOG (and likely similar concerns frem the City of Long Beach, with whom we are
coordinating) have been addressed and the necessary regional coordination has
occurred.  The results from that process should then be incorporated into a revised |-
405 DEIR/EIS for circulation,

>4

Nane of cur agencies prosper by not cooperating and having to respond in this fashion.
The Gateway Cities Council of Governments stands behind partnering and coordinating J
with other agencies.

Very truly yours,
Y -
A |
[ g 1% \I oy
§' \1:/‘/ Sl

Raymond Dunton, President

Board of Directors

Gateway Cities Council of Governments and
Mayaor Pro Tem City of Beliflower

Ce: Ant Leahy, MTA

Doug Failing, MTA

Mike Miles, Caltrans, District 7

Ron Kosinski, Caltrans, District 7

Brent Green, Caltrans, District 12

Will Kempton, OCTA

Darrell Johnson, OCTA

Pat West, City of Long Beach

Dave Roseman, City of Long Beach

MTA Board Member Diane DuBois

Richard Powers, Gateway Cities COG

Karen Heit, Gateway Cities COG

Jerry Wood, Gateway Cities COG

SR-91/1-605/1-405 Corridor Cities Committee and Technical Advisory
Committee Members
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EIR/EIS COMMENTS
BY GATEWAY CITIES COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS ON

SAN DIEGO FREEWAY
(1-405) IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
EA 0H1000/PN 1200000180
PREPARED BY THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
JUNE, 2012

Background and Summary
SUMMARY

OCTA and Caltrans (District 12) have prepared a DEIR/EIS for the referenced project -\
1-405 improvements from the Los Angeles County line south to SR-73 (approximately
16 miles). As defined in the DEIR/EIS, the 1-405 has current and future deficiencies that
include mainiine capacity, congestion, HOV capacity, GP lane operational and
geometric deficiencies, existing interchanges within the study area that have geometric,
storage and cperational deficiencies and a general lack of capacity and technology
infrastructure. Page 5-2 of the Summary states that the project includes "1.4 miles
north of 1-605 (07-LA-405 PM 1.2)". This portion of the project is within Los Angeles
County in the City of Long Beach. It further states on Page 5-2 that "encroachments in
Los Angeles County and work on SR-22 are associated with signing and striping to
accommeodate the transition from the existing to the proposed facility’. Therefore, the
northern terminus for this project is basically the Los Angeles County line along the |-
405 and includes the 1-405/1-605 interchange portion only within Orange County.

Section .3 - Project Description

The DEIR/EIS on Page S-3 does recognize that “1-405 is generally a north-south route )
with 24 miles in Orange County and 48 miles in Los Angeles County, 1-405 is part of
the National Highway System and is considerad a bypass roule to Inlerstate & providing
intra-regional and inter-regional access between Crange and Los Angeles Counties. |-
405 also serves as a critical goods movement corridor connecting the San Diego and
U.S./Mexico border region with the ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles”.

Page 5-1 states the purpose of the project. One of these purposes — as stated — is “to
be consistent with regional plans”.
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Page S-3 states that “the north and south termini of the project, at the 1-605 and SR-73
respectively, are locations where mulliple freeways converge, generaling congsstion
and causing delay. The termini have been logically chosen basad on geography and
transportation needs to ensure adequate response to transportation deficiencies at and
around these points of intersection. The northern terminus of the proposed project is at
the interchange of 1-405 and 1-605. The proposed additional lanes would enhance
continuity along 1-405 and terminate new lanes into available lanes on these other
freeways”.

Three build alternatives are proposed:

« Alternative 1 —add a single CP lzne in each direction on 1-405 from Euclid Ave.
to the -605 interchange

« Alternative 2 — add one GP lane in each direction from Euclid Street to the 1-605
interchange (as in Alternative 1) plus a second GP lane in the northbound
direction from Brookhurst St. to the SR-22/7'" Street interchange and a second
GP lare in the southbound direction from the Seal Beach Blvd. on-ramp to
Brookhurst St.

s Alternative 3 — add on GP lane in each direction on 1-405 from Euclid St. to the
1-805 interchange (as in Alternatives 1 and 2), plus add a tolled Express Lane in
each direction of 1-405 from SR-73 to SR-22 East. The tolled Express Lane and
the existing HOV lanes would be managed jointly as a tolled Express Facility with
two lanes in each direction from SR-73 to 1-605.

A TSM/TDM Alternative was evaluated but not recommended a stand-zlone project as it
did net sufficiently address {according to the DEIR/EIS) the purpose of the project but its
elements {or some of them) are included in the build alternatives. These are supposed
to include "multi-modal alternatives to integrate multiple forms of transportation modes,
such as pedestrian, bicycle, automobile, rail and transit”.

Section S.5 — Project Impacts

Table S-1 on page S-13 states that neither of Alternatives 2 or 3 are “consistent with the
RTP or the FTIP and that OCTA is currently pursuing revisions to both prior to the Final
EIR/ELS, which will include the revised description and reference to the conforming
documents”.

Table S-1 on Page 5-13 states under Community Impacts for the build alternatives that
“implementation of the proposed project is anticipated to result in a beneficial effect on
cohesion by reducing cut-through traffic within the adjacent neighborhoods”, Table S-1
on Page 5-19 summarizes that the build alternatives will increase traffic at the north end

J
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implementation of the recommended soundwalls summarized below. Project future \
noise conditions, when compared to the future no build noise conditions, generally
increases or decrease slightly when comparad to the future no build neise condition”.

Table S-1, page S-35 states — for all three build alternatives — that “when considered
with other cumulative projects as stated in Table 3.6-1, the alternative would contribute
incrementally to cumulatively considerable impacts related for: Community Character,
Short-term Temporary Construction Impacts and Visual Character and Quality™.

Section S.6 — Coordination with Public and Other Agencies

Page S-38 lists the other public agencies and others that have been coordinated with.
This list does not include the Gateway Cities Council of Governments, Los Angeles
Metropolitan Transpertation Agency (MTA) or LA Caltrans office (District 7). j

CHAPTER 1 - PROPOSED PROJECT
Section 1.1 - Introduction

Figure 1-2 on page 1-3 shows the project limits extending about 1 mile into Los Angeles
County and into the City of Long Beach.

Section 1.2 - Project Purpose and Need

Section 1.2.1 on page 1-5 includes as the purpose of the proposed project that the \
following objective be established: "to be consistent with regional plans and find a cost-
effective early project solution for delivery”.

Table 1-2 shows the existing and projected 2020 and 2040 LOS and V/C for the
freeway — which shows it will be much worse and well into LOS F in the future for the
existing conditions. The calculations do not show the LOS or VIC on the project limils
within Los Angeles County. Table 1-7 on page 1-11 shows population and growth
trends but does not include the annual growth rate for the portion of the project on 1-405
in Los Angeles Counly or Long Beach (or even refer to it). On page 1-12 no mention of
nearby and the very relevant developments of Long Beach State and the Long Beach
airport (as a minimum) are not mentioned that would impact the project, <

Page 1.14 discusses operational deficiencies for the project. This includes the
statement that: "Operational problems occur on 1-405 primarily because of physical
bottlenecks”. The descriptions of these "bottlenecks” do not include, for example, any of
the projects within the limits in Los Angeles County or the SB 605 to SB 405 connector

o

>~ 10

ramp which significantly backs up the SB 805 in the PM peak hours into Los Angeles

County. _/
of the project by 13% to 25%. Table S-1 on Page $-32 states the build alternatives ounty
“increases of operational noise at all receptors are considered minor with )
5 &
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Page 1-16 includes a description of regional transportation plans that the 1-405 \
DEIR/EIS coordinates with. This list does not include the following:

« Orange County/Los Angeles County Inter-County Transportation Study and
Results

s SR-91/1-605 Needs Assessment

e SR-91/1-605/-405 Initial Corridor Studies

«  SR-91/1-805/1-405 Feasibility Study

« Proposed Los Angeles County Express lane studies (by SCAG and MTA)

« |-710 Corridor Project

e [-805 Congeslion Hotl Spots

The purpose of this coordination — as stated on page 1-16 — is fo “maximize mobility
and accessibility for people and goods in the region, preserve and ensure a sustainable
regional transportation system and to protect the environment and health of our
residents by improving air guality and encouraging active transportation, and maximize
the productivity of our transportation system”.

Page 1-19 states the “I-405 represents a major link to other freeway systems........ and
serves as a major link between Orange and Los Angeles Counties and is parl of the
National Highway System and is considered a bypass route to I-5. Page 1-20 discuses
regional access but does not include the portion of Long Beach within the project limits.
This is scmewhat surprising as it is stated on this page that "the nerthern segment,
between Valley View Street and |-605, is considered one of the heaviest sections of
freeway in the nation". <

Page 1-22 discusses the independent utility for the project. It states "lo be considered
for independent utility, a project must not preclude other potential transpaortation projects
from being implemented in the future”. Il goes on to state that “the proposed 1-405
project satisfies FHWA's regulations for “independent utility” because it would not
prevent the implementation of future fransportation projects, and, independent of other
actions, it would also provide considerable transportation benefits to the project stated
and purpose and need”, This statement is made without any consideration of projects
in Los Angeles County that are currently being planned and cocrdinated with staff of
OCTA. Page 1-23 states that "the north termini have been logically chosen based on
geography and transporlation needs to ensure adequate response to transportation
deficiencies at and around these points of intersection”. It goes onto to state that "the
proposed additional lanes on 1-405 south of |-605 would terminate into and provide
enhanced traffic service between 1-405 and the SR-22 and I-605 freeways and that the
proposed additional lanes would enhance lane continuity along 1-405 and terminate new

> 11

> 12

b

lanes into available lanes on these other freeways”. It may seem counter-intuitive but
this last quote is inconsistent in that how are enhancements achieved when terminating J

7
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(ending) the project into available lanes with the project limits and providing no
documentation to substantiate the statement. Page 1-24 states that "the proposed
alternatives would not restrict any other foreseeable transportation improvements in the
corridor and none of the proposed alternatives would affect the HOV lanes outside the
project limits”. No quantifiable evidence that supports this last stalement is provided in
the DEIRJ/EIS.

CHAPTER 2 - PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
Section 2.2 - Project Alternatives

Figures 2-1 and 2-2 on pages 2-6 and 2-7 show the proposed lane configurations.
However, neither of the figures show the lane configurations within the project limits into
Los Angeles County or how the lane transitions would occur.

Page 2-14, as an example, an page 2-14, states why Alternative 3 is a viable alternative
as it meets the projects purpose. However, the one of the stated cbjectives is "be
consistent with regional plans”. No discussion of this objective is included in this section

or addressed in any detail in the DEIR/EIS.
—/

Section 2.2.3 — Transportation System Management/Transportation Demand

Management Alternative ~

Page 2-23 discusses in very general terms the TSM/TDM features but provides little to
no detail. The Orange County/Los Angeles County Inter-County Transportation Study
studied TSM/TDM between the two counties in detail but none of the “projects” or
“ideas” that were developed between the two counties are includad in the DEIR/EIS
The implementation of these TSMW/TDM alternatives will reduce the demand on the |-
405 but this was not addressed or quantified in the DEIR/EIS.

_/
CHAPTER 3 — AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES,
AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Chapter 3.1 — Human Environment
Section 3.1.6 — Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Page 3.1.6-4 lists the local interchanges within the project imits that were studied. This
does not include any interchanges of the segment of the project included in Los Angeles
County but does include the [-405/1-605/SR-22 system interchanges. Figure 3.1.6-1 on
page 3.1.6-5 highlights the interchanges that were studied but clearly does not include
the interchanges within the project limit {as a minimum) on 1-405 in Los Angeles County.
Table 3.1.6-1 lists the intersections analyzed for the project. This list includes no
intersections in Long Beach or Los Angeles County or a very significant number of

13
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intersections away from the freeway that should also have been included for such a

large project. 17

Table 3.1.6-2 shows that the mainline 1-405 ADT is expected to increase by as much
150,000 vehicles per day by 2040 but does not include an analysis of the impacts of this
increasing traffic within the project limits in Los Angeles County or beyond (on the
freeways or the intersections beyond the project limits) (Also discussed on pages 3.1.6-
94 and 3.1.6- 95 of the DEIR/EIS). Table 3.1.6-4 and Table 3.1 6.-5 show how the GP
lanes and the HOV/Express lanes will operate in the future for 2020. Table 3.1.6-12
and Table 3.1.6-13 show how the GP lanes and the HOV/Express lanes will operate in
the future for 2040. In both cases the GP lanes LOS is F and the HOV/Express lanes
are operating at LOS D. This indicates that the GF lanes LOS is degraded to make the 18
HOV/Express lanes operate better {pushing traffic from the HOV/Express lanes into the
GP lanes). This indicates that the GP lanes where the northern termini ends and has
independent utility (as stated in the DEIR/EIS) will negatively impact the GP lanes and
connector ramps at the northern termini where the project suddenly ends. The
DEIR/EIS does not address how the GP lanes at the north end of the 1-405 within the
project limits will operate or even beyond.

Table 3.1.6-1°0 lists the interchanges and segments that were studied but does not
include any interchanges on 1-405 north into Los Angeles County within the project
limits or beyond. j

Figure 3.1.6-12 on page 3.1.6-71 shows AM/PM peak hour volumes but does not

include any queuing or weaving analyses at the north end of the project. Also, the

DEIR/EIS does net include an analysis of how the project might impact accident rates 19
and safety issues at its northern termini.

Page 3.1.6-96 stetes that “the 2012 RTP includes a regional Express Lane Network that
would build upon the success of the 91 Express Lanes in Orange County and two
demonstration projects in Los Angeles County”. It also states that “-405 within the
project limits is part of that network”. It further states that “incorporation of the existing
HOV lanes on |-405 into the Express Lanes proposed in Alternative 3 is consistent with > 20
the 2012 RTP and the more set of strategies emerging from management of existing

HOV lanes®. The DEIR/EIS at least acknowledges this coordination within Los
Angeles County but provides no evidence of how this coordination is consistent with the
2012 RTP and how that “coordination” would impact the freeway and arterial highway
system in the adjacent Los Angeles County. Therefore, this statement is mis-leading.

Table 3.16.17 shows the transition area LOS locations but does not include the
transition from the 1-405 into Los Angeles County within the project limits. Page 3.1.6.- 21
102 discusses the impacts on the connectors at the north termini and indicates that “the

GR1 Continued

effect of Alternative 3 would be to improve flow on the GP branch connector and provide
the potential for some modest congestion cn the Express Lane direct connector”.
Gateway Cities own studies show that this statement is not correct and Alternative 3 will
make the situation worse ~ not better — as stated above.

21

Chapter 3.4 - Relationship between Local Short-Term Uses of the Human
Environment and the Maintenance of Long-Term Productivity

Section 3.4.1 — Build Alternatives

Page 3.4-1 states that “long-term benefits would include improvement to the

transportation network in the area, reduction of coengestion and improved intersection

circulation”. The DEIR/EIS does not include any analysis at the north end of the termini

of the project on the 1-405 to support this statement within the project limits on the 1-405 22
or beyond on either the 1-405 or |-605. The DEIR/EIS actually shows degradation in GP

mainline operation for Alternative 3, in particular, showing that the queted statement is

incorrect at the north termini. This is supported by Gateway Cities own analyses.

CHAPTER 3.6 — CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Section 3.6.2 — Methodology

Page 3.6-1 states that “cumulative impacts were identified by comparing the impacts of \
the proposed project and other past, current, or proposed actions in the area to

establish whether, in the aggregate, they could result in cumulative environmental

impacts”. As staled previously, none of the studies and work underway that OCTA has

been provided is referenced or used in the DEIR/EIS. Therefore, there are cumulative
impacts from both the proposed build alternatives with both no-build and build

alternalives being considered by MTA and Gateway Cities making the objective as

quoted above not able to be achieved by the DEIR/EIS. For example, on page 3.6-2 it > 23
discusses further actions anticipated to occur include further growth within a bunch of
cities but does include Long Beach. The same applies to similar statements made on
page 3.6-3. Also, Table 3.6-1 lists reasonably foreseeable projects on page 3.6-4 but
does include any of the projects being planned in Los Angeles County or previous
coordination of projects belween Orange and Los Angeles Counties and is incorrect and

incomplete. J

Section 3.6.5.5 — Community Impacts

Page 3.6-8 discussed community impacts for the propesed projects but does not
inciude any community impacts in Long Beach within the project limits or beyond on 24
either 1-405 or 1-605.
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SUMMARY OF GATEWAY CITIES COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS COMMENTS

The following summarizes the comments by the Gateway Cities Council of
Governments (GCCOG), The GCCOG generally supports the propesed build
alternatives but has major concerns with the lack of coordination at the county line.
These are reflected in the comments offered below:

1. Lack of Past Regional Coordination — OCTA has in the past been provided B

copies of the SR-€1/1-605 Needs Assessment and the SR-91/-605/1-405 Initial
Corridor Studies prepared by the GCCOG a few years ago. Meetings were held
with OCTA to discuss coordination of designs developed at the time at the |- > 25
605/1-405 interchange. None of this coordination or use of the information
provided by the GCCOG was provided and needs to be included in the
DEIR/EIS.

2. Lack of Current Regiona! Coordination — The GCCOG and MTA have been <
proceeding with a Feasibility Study to improve the SR-81/1-605/1-405 freeways
adjacent to Orange County. This study has been proceeding since the middle of
2011, OCTA staff has been attending workshops and meetings with the TAC
and the CCC overseeing that project. None of this coordination or effort has
been included in the DEIR/EIS. This includes the traffic modeling at the county
line if Alternative 3 is built and the “impact” on the negative GF lanes on the 1-405 > 26
and I-605 of this build alternative. The extent of the impacts for improving 1-405
beyond the project limits is not analyzed or guantified in the DEIR/EIS. These
impacts will extend well beyond the project limits and, while some minor
references to other regional planning is referenced, no qualitative or quantitative
analyses are provided in the DEIR/EIS, making it incomplete. <

3. Lack of Freeway Coordination — As part of the Feasibility Study, detailed
geometric plans have been prepared for both the 1-605 and 1-405 leading up to
the county line and into the -605/1-405 interchange and provided to OCTA staff. -~
Those impacts across the county line are known and coordination with that study 27
was not presented in the DEIR/EIS or coordinated with the 1-405 DEIR/EIS
despite repeated requests. <

4. Long Beach Coordination — The project limits for the DEIR/EIS extend a little
over a mile into Long Beach. However, no interchanges north of the County fine
on |-405 were analyzed or considered in the DEIR/EIS in Long Beach as well as
any intersections in Long Beach. In fact the SR-91/1-405/1-605 Feasibility Study
includes more intersections analyzed around the 1-405/1-605 interchange than > 28
considered or analyzed in the DEIR/EIS. This information has been provided to
the OCTA stafl. Without Long Beach impacts analyzed in the DEIR/EIS, the
DEIR/EIS cumulative impacts and other impacts are incomplete. Also, more

/

GR1 Continued

extensive arterial highways and intersections need to be included in the
DEIR/EIS.

. TSM/TDM Coordination of Projects — The DEIR/EIS does not use the results of

the Inter-County Transportation Study or make use of much in the way of the
potential for transit projects to reduce the demand on the 1-405. Such
coordination with Long Beach State and the Long Beach Airport are examples of
how TSM or TDM projects would have some impact if properly analyzed.

. Traffic Impacts — The potential for the freeway volumes to increase by 150,000

vehicles per day is disclosed in the DEIR/EIS but no impacts of how this traffic
will get across the county line is discussed in any detail. One of the stated
objectives for the DEIR/EIS is "to be consistent with regional plans”. The
DEIR/EIS by not coordinating with the variety of previous and current regional
planning (or even acknowledging it} in the DEIR/EIS make the DEIR/EIS
incomplete with respect to this objective.

. Independent Utility - The GCCOG does not believe that the independent utility

assessmenl as stated in the DEIR/EIS is met as the coordination with regional
plans that have taken, are taking or will take place has nol taken placa and is not
digcussed in any detail in the DEIR/EIS and some very relevant regional projects
are not included at all, making the DEIR/EIS incomplete.

12
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ORANGE COUNTY FIRE AUTHORITY
PO, Box 57115, Trvine, CA 926197115 » 1 Fire Aulhorhy Toad, Irvine, CA 92602
Keith Richter, Fire Chief (714) 573-6000 www.aclaorg

DOranNGE COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT

W prosec public health and the envieorment &y providing effectie wastawster collection, tastmant, e recycling.

July 5, 2012

July 26, 2012

Caltrans — District 12

¢/o Smita Deshpande

2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200
Irvine, CA 92612

Smita Deshpande, Branch Chief

Atin: 405 DEIR-DEIS Comment Period
Caltrans-District 12

2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200

Irvine, CA, 82612

Subject: 1-405 Freeway Expansion

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Report / Environmental Impact Study

To Ms. Deshpande:
for the San Diego Fresway (I-405) Improvement Project

The Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) provides fire protection and all-risk emergency \
response services for the City of Seal Beach.  The OCFA has concerns regarding the impact of

the expansion of the 405 freeway project; specifically the proposed reduction in the width of
Almond Avenue in the City.

This letter is in response to the above referenced Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Study for a project within Orange and Los Angeles counties. The
project site extends along the 1-405 freeway between the SR-73 and 1-605.

Almond Avenue is a collector road for the College Park East neighbothood. The area has The Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD) is concerned with a few items:

predominately cul-de-sac streets with the sole access route being Almond Avenue. The project’s

current pi‘dll appears to ir IpAct access W this area b}' relncating the existing sound wall as much 1) Re-designation of the any of ocsD {JEI'CG'S or properties could limit
much >
1

OCSD's ability to provide sewerage services and will require an update
of the Specific Pian for the Treatment Plant No. 1 site. The plan for 1
QCSD property should be clearly described so OCSD can respond to
potential impacts.
2) Potential impacts to the entrance to OCSD are not described in the
document. OCSD needs 24-hour access to the entrance for plant
operations. If there are planned closures of the entrance, the
document should identify durations and detour routes. Also, there 2
should be analysis of estimated impacts to those local streets that
0CSD traffic will be diverted to including how emergency services will
serve the site.
3} The front entrance is also the only access point for the hydrogen fuel-
cell station. As one of the two stations in the area, accessibility is very 3
important. Forecasting projections indicate an increased use of fuel-
cell vehicles which will result in increased traffic volume.

as ten (10) feet to the north and thereby narrowing this street.

Reduction of the width of the strect can have an impact on OCFA’s ability to respond to and
operate at an emergency. Many of the fire engines and equipment that are used to provide
se_rvice require larger than normal turning radius and full size streets. Typically our standards for
this access are adopted info City ordinances 10 Insure rapid response 10 emergencies.

OCFA is _conccrne;d by the proposed narrowing of this street which may hamper emergency
response times and would encourage allernative options be considered and offered to the City. ’ J

Your consideration is appreciated.

Sincerely,
4) There are several sewer lines that will need to be protected in place or
relocated as a result of the freeway expansion, OCSD will need to 4
Rob I-fatlarson review the plans for that portion of the work.
Division Chief 5) Dewatering to any sewer requires a Special Purpose Discharge 5
Permit.

Orange County Fire Authority
8081 Western Avenue
Buena Park, California 20620
(714) 527-2790
Serving the Cities of Afiso Viejo + Buene Pork « Cypress = Dana Pomt « Irvine « Laguna Hills = Laguna Nigacl « Laguna Woods » Lake Fosest » La Palma

Loe Alamites « Misgion Ve « Flacenta « Kanchd Santa Marganta «San Clemente « San Juan Camisirano = Sante Ana « Seal Beach » Stamton = Tustin » Villa Park
Westminster = Yorba Linds « and Unincorporated Areas of Urange Courty

10844 Elis Avenuz » Fourtzin Valler, CA B2706.7018 » (714) 9622417 « wwrocstieom

RESIDENTIAL SPRINKLERS AND SMOKE ALARMS SAVE LIVES
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0OCSD slaff will need to review/approve the water quality of any discharges
and the measures necessary to eliminate materials like sands, silts, and other 6
regulated compounds prior to discharge to the sanitary sewer system.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed development.

For planning issues regarding this project, please contact Jim Burror at

(714) 593-7335.

ey (o)
“

Daisy Covarrubias, MPA

Senior Staff Analyst

DC:sa

EDMED02955371. 120

GR4

South Coast
Air Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 917654182
(909) 396-2000 » www.agmd.gov

AaQmB!

E-mailed: July 17,2012
405.dedcomments.parsons@parsons.com July 17, 2012
Ms. Smita Deshpande

Caltrans-District 12, “Attn: 405 DEIR-DEIS Comment Period”

2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200

Irvine, CA 92612

Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
Interstate 405 (1-405) Project

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) stafl appreciates the opportunity lo\
comment on the above mentioned document. The AQMD stafl is concerned about potential air
quality impacts of this proposed project and that the Draft EIR provides an air quality analysis

that is not adequate to determine these potential impacts pursuant to AQMD Guidance and

CEQA Guidelines. As a result, the air quality impacts may be understated in the Draft EIR and
potentially significant impacts may not have been disclosed to the public. The lead agency
generally concludes that the project will have a net environmental benefit by reducing regional

air quality impacts by improving traffic {low and reducing congestion in the project area,

AQMD staff recognizes and supporis the benefits of decreased traffic congestion that can reduce
exhaust emissions [rom cars and trucks. However, the proposed project could increase health

risk impacts to residents in close proximity to the Interstate 405 (I-405) Freeway. The project

will add at least one general purpose lane to the 1-405 Freeway (within the project area) and

could provide one additional general purpose or toll express lane in each direction. As a result,
the additional freeway lanes placed closer to residences could potentially increase localized
impacts. Further, the addition of lanes will increase freeway capacity and could have potential
growth inducing impacts. j

There are several areas in which the Draft EIR has not adequately addressed the potential for air )
quality impacts. These include the determination of the project’s health risk impacts to
surrounding sensitive receptors, local and regional air quality impacts, climate change impacts,
the use of an inappropriate CEQA baseline for existing conditions, growth inducing impacts, the
lack of quantification of mitigation measure effectiveness, and the lack of consideration of
additional alternatives/mitigation that would reduce overall VMT. Further, the lead agency has
not provided sufficient information to demonstrate that the project is a transportation control
measure (TCM) as stated in the Draft EIR. Because of the technical inadequacies of the draft
EIR the AQMD staff strongly recommends that the lead agency revise the air quality analysis
based on the comments contained within this letter.

March 2015
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Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, we request that the lead agency provide the
AQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the final

EIR. Additional detailed comments on this project are attached to this letter, Should you have
any questions, please contact Dan Garcia at (909) 396-3304.

Sincerely,

Yy Y 74
lan MacMillan
Program Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental Review
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
Attachment
IM:DG

ORC120523-02
Control Number

. Page 1-21 of the Draft EIR states that the proposed project qualifies as a Transportation

GR4 Continued

Ms. Smita Deshpande 3 July 17, 2012

Transportation Control Measure

Control Measure (TCM), but does not provide any information in the Draft EIR to support
this determination. AQMD notes that our 2007 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) does
not identify the proposed project as a TCM. While certain elements of the project
alternatives in the Draft EIR may be applicable to TCM ORAQ0193, this measure alone does
not qualify the project as a TCM. As shown in Table I below TCM ORA00193 is specific to
the design of “HOV to HOV lane connectors,” but this TCM captures only a small portion of
the proposed project. Further, based on the operational emissions analysis the project will
result in an increase of SOx, PM10 and PM2.5. Therefore, the AQMD staff strongly
recommends that the lead agency provide clarification of the project’s qualifications as a
TCM.

Table 1: ORAO00193 Listed in the 2007 AQMP

Final 2007 ACMP 2007 AQMP TCM Projects Anpenis V-G
vy 2007 (from 2006 RTIP)

RTE. 5760 10 CONNECTOR INDUSTRY FROM OLD BREA CANVOM ROAD 10
GRAND AVENUE - HOY DIRECT CONNECTORS AND COLLECTOR ROAD (BUiH
Ca

CALTRANE 12570 DIRCCTIONS) [CA# 12570, PPROS % 2000
RTE. 514 INTCRCAANGE TH: WTE 1 B TANES - |
]

W CONNECTOR [DIRCCT OR%) (LA 1GH00HE001 CFF 0343) (PPNO
CALTRANS LASSE1IM D1GM) 0
CRANGE COUNTY TRANS SH-Z2-405 AND LA0SA-605 INTERCHANGES. DESIGH HOY TO HOV LANE
AUTHORITY [OCTA) | DRADMGIET | CONNECIORS 205
S22 AND CITY DRAVE INTCRCHANGE IMPROVEMINTS. RECONFIGURE MROCWAY
INTERCHANGE AT SR.23 FROM SR 57 TO LEWIS STREET - FROM 60 TO 62 LANCS
% 3 HOW LANES

|ORANGE CTVOF | ORejpouds |

ON SRE1 - ADAMS TO G0215 IC: ADD HOV LS, AUX LNS (MADISCH.CENTRAL).

. The lead agency did not conduct a localized air quality analysis or Health Risk Assessment

RIVERSIDE COUNTY TRANS BRIDGE WIDEN®G & REPLACEMENTS, EBWE BRAIDED RAMPS, IC
COMMESSION (RETC) RIAE2 MCAVREDUNS TRICT + STAUNDVE TAINNG WALLS . 2013

Local Operational Air Quality Impacts

(HRA) to determine how the construction or operation of the project may impact the
residences, contrary to CARB, CAPCOA, and AQMD Guidance for projects that place
sensitive receptors within close proximity of a freeway. According to the air qualily analysis,
over 1.5 million additional vehicles miles traveled per day will occur on this segment of the
1-405 Freeway. Because of the project’s widening of the freeway, the emissions source will

be located closer to adjacent residents. The lead agency did not analyze the potential impacts > S
to all local ambient air quality standards from this activity, nor did it evaluate potential health
risks. Localized high pollutant concentrations found in close proximity (e.g., 500 feet) of a
freeway have been associated with a myriad of potential adverse health effects, including
potential increases in cancer risk, increased rates of asthma, decreased lung function, and
other adverse health outcomes (see Chapter 9 of the Draft 2012 AQMP for further details).

The lead agency relied on guidance from the Federal Highway Administration to quantify
overall mobile source toxics emissions and determined that the projeet would result in a

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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overall decrease of MSATS, therefore, the project would have insignificant impact on
sensitive receptors. Pollutant concentrations are a result of total emissions in addition to site-
specific characteristics such as proximity to the source, meteorology, and topography. The
Draft EIR is therefore insufficient for determining potential health risk impacts to sensitive
receptors from the project and it ignores section 15064 of the CEQA. Guidelines that requires
substantial evidence to determine the significance of an impact. Furthermore, Caltrans has
relied on an HRA for other CEQA documents including the Schuyler Heim Bridge project
and the [-710 corridor expansion project. Therefore, AQMD staff recommends that the lead
agency revise the air quality analysis to include a HRA for the proposed project. Further, the
lead agency is strongly encouraged to, at a minimum, identify the total number of residences
within 500 ft of the project’s boundary (as measured from the outermost travel lane) in the
existing condition and for each alternative. Even though some project alternative may have
lower MSAT emissions, there may be a greater number of people exposed to these emissions. W,

Construction Emissions Analysis

3. The peak daily construction emissions presented in Table 3.2.6-8 of the Draft EIR
demonstrates significant NOx emissions impacts from the project in comparison to AQMD
regional thresholds; however, the lead agency determined that the proposed project will have
insignificant impacts from construction related activities. Specifically, the lead agency
concluded that the project’s construction emissions would be less than significant as a result
of the temporary (four and a half years) nature of the praject’s construction activity combined
with the implementation of air quality measures AQ-1 through AQ-14. However, the lead
agency did not quantify the effectiveness of the air quality measures or substantiate why its
classification of temporary construction emissions are not subject to regional emissions
significance thresholds. Therefore, AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency provide a
revised air quality analysis that quantifies the effectiveness of the project’s air quality
measures (AQ-1 through AQ-14) and uses the AQMD's construction emissions thresholds to
make a significance determination." <

Further, given that construction activity for the project may result in a temporary increase of
traffic congestion (as stated on page 3.2.6-28 of the Drafl EIR) the AQMD staff recommends
that the lead agency’s revised analysis account for any emissions increase resulting from this
congestion in the construction emissions analysis. Also, the lead agency’s revised emissions
analysis should reflect the most current version of RoadMod 7.1.1. D

Climate Change Impacts

4. On page 4-57 of the Draft EIR, the lead agency states, “... it is CalTrans determination, that )
in the absence of regulatory or scientific information related to greenhouse gas cmissions and

~7

~9

Ms. Smita Deshpande 5

. The lead agency used an incorrect CEQA baseline throughout the analysis to determine the I

. Page 2.2-3 of the Draft EIR Traffic Study states “For the [-405 Improvement Project a single

GR4 Continued

July 17, 2012

}10

greenhouse gas emissions analysis to include a determination of significance, and, if
necessary, feasible mitigation measures.

CEQA Baseline

significance of impacts. Pursuant to Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines, the existing
environmental setting “at the time that environmental assessment commences . . . will
normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines
whether an impact is significant.” Instead of using this required methodology, the lead
agency chose to compare a hypothetical and speculative future scenario without the project to
one with the project to determine CEQA and NEPA impacts. This speculative approach is
contrary to CEQA requirements and serves to underestimate potential impacts. _J

> 11

Growth Inducing Impacts

demand forccast was prepared. Forecasts for each of the alternatives utilize the same 1otal
traffic volumes on a segment but redistribute volumes among the different lane types, as
necessary.” However in Appendix A2 of the Traffic Study, cach alternative is shown to have
different total traffic volumes and VMT. The No-Build Alternative has the lowest volume,
with progressively higher volumes for cach alternative up to a maximum for Alternative 3.
The lead agency should clarify how the future traffic volumes were determined and reconcile
the above quoted text with the volumes presented in Appendix A2 and elsewhere in the
CEQA document. For example, the current reported volumes indicate that alternatives with
more widening have higher volumes. It would therefore appear that the project is inducing
growth as the widened freeway would be a trip attractor. It is also not clear if the additional
capacity allowed by Alternatives 2 and 3 are accounted for in the recently approved
RTP/SCS. This additional capacity may have the possibility of inducing growth in the area
that have additional impacts beyond those discussed in the Draft EIR. Any growth inducing 13
impacts from potential project alternatives should be analyzed pursuant to CEQA Guidelines

§15126 (d) prior to approving the Final EIR.

>12

MSAT Analysis

. The air quality analysis in the Draft EIR uses the CT-EMFAC tool to estimate potential toxic N

emissions from the proposed project alternatives. The worksheets from the year 2040
analysis are contained in the appendices to the Air Quality Technical Study. These
worksheets use the following assumptions in Table 2 below to determine potential toxic
emissions.

CEQA significance, it is too speculative to make a determination of the project’s dircct
lative scale to climate change,” AQMD staff refers

Table 2 MSAT Analysis Assumptions

impact and its contribution on the ¢ > 10 Alternati VMT k VMT (off Total VMT Peak

the lead agency to Section 15064.4(b)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, that statc, “whether the cratve heg;a peak hé:rs) o L:p‘:‘? ur H?lfi};;ijf: d
project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines applies No Build 1357.853 1.555211 3.013.064 5 65

fo the project.” AQMD staff therefore requests that the lead agency revise the project’s W, Alternative 1 1,357,853 1,555,211 2.013,064 15 65

Alternative 2 1,357,853 1,555211 | 2,913,064 40 65 |
" - Alternative 3 1,357,853 1,555,211 2,913,004 50 65 1/
hup:/iwww agmd. govicequhdbk.htm] '“ T
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It is unclear how the VMT assumptions in Table 2 above correspond to the VMT reported in
Appendix A2 of the Draft EIR Traffic Study. In this appendix, the VMT ranges from a low
of 4,618,000 for the No Build altemative to 5,631,000 for Alternative 3. The existing
condition VMT from this appendix is listed as 4,062,000. The discrepancy between the VMT
reported in the traffic study and the VMT used in the MSAT analysis should be revised in the
Final EIR.

The assumptions regarding traffic speed for each alternative are simplified, and may not
accurately reflect potential impacts from this project. For example, it is unclear if the Peak
Hour Speeds listed in Table 2 above are consistent with the expected speeds from the traffic
study for each section of the freeway. Because toxic emissions can have a highly localized
impact, the calculation of toxic emissions budgets should be undertaken on a much finer scale
and consistent with project links identified and analyzed in the traffic study. Speeds should
be evaluated for each section and made consistent with the predicted traffic flow of that
section.

Bottleneck at Morth End of Project

. The proposed project includes a bottleneck at the north end of the project site at the junction
with the I-605 freeway. For example, the freeway may go from up to 10 lanes in the project
area down to 5 lanes in the adjacent existing freeway section in a very short distance. While
the No Build Alternative includes a volume increase of only 15% at this section, Altemative
3 may increase volume by 38%, or 142,000 extra vehicles per day (Appendix A2, Draft EIR
Traffic Study). The project area may have the capacity to handle this traffic volume, but it is
not clear that the adjacent freeway section will be able to accommodate the same volume.
With the increase in traffic volume that is induced and/or accommodated by this project, the
lead agency should present an analysis of the potential regional and localized air quality
impacts from the proposed bottlenecking at this location.

Increase in VMT

. The proposed project may add up to 1.5 million miles of new vehicular travel along the
project length. However there is little discussion of potential project allernatives that may
instead reduce vehicular travel, and the potential emissions from these vehicles. This could
include additional Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) lines, fixed guideway transit, and zero/near-zero
emission technology alternatives. These alternatives are either not discussed or quickly
dismissed in the alternatives analysis without the adequate discussion of their potential utility
in serving the transportation needs of this region. The South Coast Air Basin needs to reduce
NOx emissions by approximately two thirds above and beyond adopted regulations by 2023
in order to meet Ambient Air Quality Standards required by the Clean Air Act (see the Draft
2012 AQMP for further discussion of regional air quality issues). Because the majority of
NOx emissions come from mobile sources, significant effort needs (o be made for all
transportation projects to ensure that they reduce emissions to the maximum extent feasible.

~

<

>~ 15

>17

Ms. Smita Deshpande

10.

—
o

. AQMD staff requests that the lead agency update two aspects of its estimation of potential ™

GR4 Continued
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Conformity Analysis

Allernatives two (2) and three (3) of the proposed project are not currently programmed in —
the Regional Transportation Plan and if selected as the lead agency s preferred alternative
would require a revised conformity analysis. Therefore, the AQMD staff requests that in the
event that Alternative 2 or Allerative 3 are selected the lead agency clarify whether the
project will demonstrate conformity consistent with EPA’s updated quantitative Hot-Spot
Analyses Guidance Document [Federal Register, FRL-9241-3]. The lead agency should
disclose to the public any new information relative to the projects conformity analysis _J

criteria pollutant emissions during operation of the project. First, the estimate of VMT on
segments of the project does not appear to match estimates from the Draft EIR traffic study.
For example, in Appendix D of the Air Quality Technical Study in the Draft EIR, the SR-73
to Brookhurst section includes a total of 1,029,979 miles of daily vehicle travel. However
Appendix A2 of the Traffic Study Appendix in the Drafi EIR shows a total of 1,053,000

>~ 19

daily VMT for this section. The total VMT for all sections of the project should be reviewed
and updated as necessary to ensure the traffic study matches the air quality study. Second,
the analysis uses EMFAC 2007 to estimate emissions for future years. The state Air
Resources Board has released the updated EMFAC 2011 that updates vehicle emission
factors. The Final EIR should present an estimate of operational emissions using these
updated emissions factors.

20
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Ms. Smita Deshpande

Branch Chief, Caltrans-District 12
Attn: 405 DEIR-DEIS Comment Peried
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200

Irvine, CA 92612

GR6

San Jooaul Hils
Conidor Agency

fmnsg;;m Transportation Corridor Agencies
Dana Point

RE:  San Diego Freeway| 405 (1-405) Impro

Dear Ms. Deshpande:

Project
June 14, 2012

On behalf of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), the

designated Metropolitan Planning Organization for the six county regien consisting of
Ventura, Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, and Imperial Counties, |
am writing regarding the Orange Counly Transporlation Authority’s (OCTA) San
Diege Freeway 1-405 Improvement Project, cumenlly undergoing public comment
following release of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact

Statement (DEIR/EIS).

The |-405 Improvement Project proposes to widen the |-405 corridor in Orange RE:
0.2-mile south of Bristol Street and 1.4
miles north of |-605, as well as portions of State Route 22 (SR-22), State Route 73
(SR-73), and Interstate 605 (I-605). The proposal would either (Alternative 1) add

Gounty for approxi y 16 miles t

one general purpose (GP) lane in each direction between

Ms. Smita Deshpande

Caltrans — District 12

“Atwn: 405 DEIR-DEIS Comment Period™
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200

Irvine, CA 92612

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Envir

Foothiftasien
Canfrar Agancy
Charman,

B4l Compbeail
County of Crange
3 Diskict

tal Impact St

for the [-405 Improvement Project in Orange County

Euclid Street 1-605; or Dear Ms. Deshpande:

(Alternative 2} add two GP lanes in each direction between Brookhurst/Euclid Streets

and |-605; or (Alternative 3} add one GP lane between Euclid Street and I-605 and
one folled Express Lane in each direction between SR-73 and SR-22 East, with the
tolled Express Lanes and existing HOV lanes to be managed jointly as a tolled
Express Facility with two lanes in each direction between SR-73 and 1-605.

The project seeks to reduce congestion, increase mobilily, improve trip reliability,

maximize throughput, and optimize ions  while

The San Joaquin Hills Transportation Agency (TCA) appreciates the opportunity to review and

provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Envi

environmental

impacts and right-of-way (ROW) acquisition to ona of the nation’s busiest corridors.

capacity along its existing transportation corridors.

Alternative 3 of this project is included in the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) with project ID ORAC30605. The

Please find below TCA’s specific comments on the DEIR/EIS.

project is included within the financially consirained portion of the RTP/SCS.

To ensure regional connectivity, SCAG encourages continued cooperation and
collaboration with the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority,

iental Impact S t
(DEIR/EIS) for the 1-405 Improvement Project. TCA commends the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) and the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) staff for the
tremendous amount of work and effort in putting these documents topether.
recognizes and supports the implementation of these important corridor improvements that
enable the Orange County region to address its growing population and ils need for additional

TCA also

1. Given the congestion that occurs with traffic connecting to and from State Route 73 (SR

73) with 1-405, TCA suggests that Alternative 3 be selected as the preferred altemative
1 for the I-405 improvement project. The inclusion of the direct connection ramps with SR

Caltrans District 7, and the affected subregions, to address regicnal mobility beyond . - 3 .
county lines and we would be pleased to participate in such efforts as appropriate. 73 will pm‘wdc an unDnrlg.esled entry peint of I- 40:5 traffic to and from SR 73. The direct
connector is expected to improve safety by reducing the need of HOV or Express Lane
Sincaraly, motorists to weave across 4 or more GP lanes to access SR 73.
W 2. Priced facilities are an especially important tool for providing intra-county, inter-county
and interregional capacity. Should Alternative 3 be selected as the preferred alternative,
Hasan Ikhrata TCA requests that further consideration be given that the future lanes on SR 73 belween
Executive Director
Gz Will Kempton
Thomes E, Margro, Chis! Executive Officer
125 PACIFICA, SUITE 100, IRVINE, CA 92618-3304 « P.O, BOX 53770, IRVINE, CA 92619-3770 » 949/754-3400 FAX 949/754-3467
www. thefolroody com
i i . " § exffacink o ety i " Members: Also Viejs « Angheirn « Cesta Mesa « County of Cvange « Cana Point + irvine « Laguno Hits » Logung Niguel » Loguna Woods « Loke Forest
The Regionsl Councl 191 cities, Mission Viej « Newp -h « Cutmge « Rancho Sonfa it « Sonto Ana « Son Clemenfe « Son Juan Cagistane » Tustn » Yorba Linda
six Courty’ : anda within Southem California.
220507
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Page 2
Jamboree Boulevard and the [-405/SR 73 direct connector, be evaluated for Express
Lanes. This would provide a less toli-to-toll tion bet the 73 Toll Road 2
and [-405.

3. The TCA also commends Caltrans and OCTA for identifying FasTrak as the preferred
technology to collect user fees for any potential HOT lane alternative. The FasTrak
technology will ensure regional inter-operability between all existing Express Lanes, 3
HOT lanes and toll roads, as well as provide a convenience for drivers using this common
technology.

4. While the proposed build alternatives all appear to increase mobility throughout the study
area, construction of these alternatives has the potential to negatively impact traffic and
therefore, toll on the San Joaguin Hills Transportation Corridor 73 Toll Road. 4
We request that Caltrans and QCTA minimize these impacts by providing closures only
during non-peak traffic times and in close coordination with TCA staff.

5. TCA has a changeahle message sign within State right of way facing southbound traffic at

Harbor Boulevard and [-405. The project should provide for any relocation of this sign 5
and its appurtenances as y for the impl ion of the project elements.
6. TCA would like to review and provide input to any changes to the existing advanced 6

signage related to the 73 Toll Road within the project arca.

Again, we thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIR/EIS and we look forward to the final
EIR/EIS for the project. Should you have any questions or require any clarification regarding
these comments, please feel free to contact Ms. Valaric McFall, Director, Environmental
Services at 949.754.3475 or via email at vincfalli@thetollroads.com.

Sincerely,

Dot [k

Scott Schoeffel, Chair
San Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor Agency

cc: TCA Board of Directors
Will Kempton, OCTA
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RESPONSE TO GOVERNMENT (REGIONAL) COMMENTS (GR)

Response to Comment Letter GR1

Comment GR1-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank Gateway Cities Council of Governments (COG) for participating in
the environmental process for the 1-405 Improvement Project. COG’s comments were considered
during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. COG will be
notified at the address provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available.

Please see Common Response — Coordination between Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los
Angeles Metro, COG, and the City of Long Beach.

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated through the Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse, sent for posting to local libraries in surrounding cities, and posted online on
OCTA’s and Caltrans’ Web sites. The City of Long Beach provided comments on the NOP (see
Comment Letter GL11 and Responses to Comments GL11-1 through GL11-38).

Comment GR1-2

COG has provided, and Caltrans has considered, the studies listed below in terms of how the
potential projects identified in the studies relate to the 1-405 Improvement Project, described in
Response to Comment GR1-13.

e SR-91/1-605 Needs Assessment Study, September 2005

e Orange and Los Angeles Intercounty Transportation Study — Corridor Mobility Problem and
Purpose and Need Report, February 6, 2008

e SR-91/1-605/1-405 Initial Corridor Studies, April 2008

e SR-91/1-605/1-405 Congestion Hot Spots — Arterial Intersection Congestion Analysis Report,
May 29, 2012

e SR-91/1-605/1-405 Congestion Hot Spots — Model Run Summary Notebook, June 28, 2012

e SR-91/1-605/1-405 Congestion Hot Spots — Gateway Cities Transportation Strategic Plan —
Phase I, July 2012

e SR-91/1-605/1-405 Congestion Hot Spots — Freeway Congestion Analysis Report, July 24,
2012

Comment GR1-3

There has been substantial coordination with COG, the City of Long Beach, Los Angeles Metro,
and Caltrans District 7, as summarized in Common Response — Coordination between Caltrans
Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los Angeles Metro, COG, and City of Long Beach.
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A Supplemental Traffic Study has been prepared and a Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS prepared
and circulated covering the potential traffic impacts in Los Angeles County. The analysis and
measures presented in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS are included in Section 3.1.6 of the Final
EIR/EIS. It is noted that the report SR-91/1-605/1-405 Congestion Hot Spots — Model Run
Summary Notebook (June 28, 2012) prepared by the commenting agency provides a comparison
of the 2035 forecast traffic volumes for its No Build Alternative and 1-405 Alternative 3. On
page 42 of that report, the table reporting Daily Freeway Traffic volumes in 2035 shows a zero
percent difference between the No Build Alternative and 1-405 Alternative 3 on 1-405 west of
I-605 and a 0.5-percent increase in traffic on 1-605 south of SR-91.

It would be inappropriate for the 1-405 Improvement Project to utilize traffic studies prepared for
other projects because those traffic studies make a variety of assumptions regarding background
networks, future projects, forecast years, and other variables that may be inconsistent with the
traffic study prepared for the 1-405 Improvement Project.

With respect to coordination of transportation planning activities, please see Response to
Comment GR1-1.

Comment GR1-4

A Supplemental Traffic Study has been prepared and a Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS prepared
and circulated covering potential traffic impacts in Los Angeles County. The analysis and
measures presented in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS are included in Section 3.1.6 of the Final
EIR/EIS.

OCTA has an ongoing planning process for the identification of transit improvements needed
throughout Orange County, including connections into Los Angeles County, which is the
appropriate process to be followed for coordination of transit services at the county line.

Comment GR1-5

The referenced statement in the Executive Summary, “The northern terminus of the proposed
project is at the interchange of 1-405 and 1-605.” has been revised to “The northern extent of
major construction activities is at the interchange of 1-405 and 1-605.” As described in the first
paragraph of the same Section S.3, Project Description, it is stated that the project extends into
Los Angeles County on both 1-405 and 1-605 “...and in Los Angeles County from the county
line (07-LA-405 PM 0.00) to 1.4 miles north of 1-605 (07-LA-405 PM 1.2),” “....and in Los
Angeles County from the county line (07-LA-605 PM R0.0) to 0.9-mile north of the Spring
Street Overcrossing (07-LA-605 PM R1.2).” The document represents work in Los Angeles
County and on SR-22 as “....signing and striping to accommodate the transition from the
existing to the proposed facility.”
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Comment GR1-6

The commenter stated that the project should “include multi-modal alternatives to integrate
multiple forms of transportation modes, such as pedestrian, bicycle, automobile, and transit.”
These are potential components of TSM, as described in Section 2.2.3. The project includes
multimodal components. As described on page 3.1.6-103 of the Draft EIR/EIS: “Pedestrian
facilities along both sides of the street are proposed for 13 of the 17 arterials crossing 1-405 that
do not currently have pedestrian facilities on both sides of the arterial at the crossing or on the
approaches to the crossing.” On the same page, it is noted that all three build alternatives would
provide pavement to accommodate standard Class 2 bikeways for all of the existing Class 2
bikeways and five planned bikeways that do not currently exist. As described in Section 2.2.7,
Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Discussion, of the Draft EIR/EIS, TSM and
TDM components, including multimodal alternatives, were included and evaluated in various
forms in the initial 13 MIS alternatives (see Section 2.2.4). All of the alternatives included park-
and-ride facilities, as well as either enhanced local bus service, express bus service, or both.
Although a TSM/TDM Alternative as an effective stand-alone alternative does not meet the
project purpose, as explained in Section 2.2.7, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from
Further Discussion, the PDT identified the proposed TSM and TDM elements for the corridor.
These elements would be implemented as part of Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, as described in Section
2.2.1, Common Design Features of the Build Alternatives, and include the following:

e Improved ramp metering hardware and software and closed-circuit television systems for
viewing ramps and nearby arterials;

e At locations of interchange improvements, upgraded traffic signals interconnected and
coordinated with adjacent signals and ramp meters;

e Additional way-finding signs on freeways and arterials;

e Design of on- and off-ramps to limit impacts to nonmotorized travel and preserve access to
bike lanes and trails such as the Santa Ana River bike trail,

e Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) elements, including fiber-optic and other
communication systems for improved connectivity and remote management; changeable
message signs; closed-circuit television coverage of the entire freeway mainline, ramps, and
adjacent arterials; video detection systems; and vehicle detection systems for volume, speed,
and vehicle classification;

e Advanced Traffic Management System improvements to the hardware and software systems
at the Caltrans District 12 Traffic Management Center; and

e Traveler Information Management System improvements to enhance dissemination of real-
time information on roadway conditions.
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Comment GR1-7

Except as described below, Caltrans concurs with the characterization of the text from the Draft
EIR/EIS:

e Second paragraph should have read, “Table S-1 on Page S-14...” In addition, the quoted text
should also have read “Implementation of the proposed project is anticipated to result in a
beneficial effect on neighborhoods and community cohesion by reducing cut-through traffic
within the adjacent neighborhoods.”

Section S.6 has been revised to include the following statement: “Numerous meetings were held
with officials of the Gateway Cities Council of Governments, Los Angeles Metropolitan
Transportation Agency, Caltrans District 7, and the City of Long Beach to coordinate a variety of
topics related to the proposed project.”

Tables 5-1 and 5-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS have been revised in the Final EIR/EIS to include the
COG, Los Angeles Metro, and Caltrans District 7, as appropriate.

Comment GR1-8
Please see Response to Comment GR1-5.

Comment GR1-9

The purpose of the proposed action, as discussed in Section 1.2.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, is to
reduce congestion; enhance operations; increase mobility, improve trip reliability, maximize
throughput, and optimize operations; and minimize environmental impacts and ROW
acquisition. In furtherance of the project’s purpose, the following objective is established: To be
consistent with regional plans and find a cost-effective early project solution for delivery. The
latter is not the purpose of the project; it is an objective of the project as described above.

Table 1-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS shows Existing and Projected 2020 and 2040 LOS and v/c ratios
for the northbound lanes only. The data are provided for the existing and future no-build
conditions only and show continued degradation of LOS and v/c throughout the corridor if
nothing is done.

Table 3.1.2-1 in Section 3.1.2.2 was updated in the Final EIR/EIS to include growth projections
for Los Angeles and Long Beach, and Long Beach State and Long Beach Airport were included
in the discussion of employment centers; however, it should be noted that work in Los Angeles
County (i.e., striping and signing) is required for Alternative 3 only and will have no effect on
growth-related project effects.
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Comment GR1-10

The bottlenecks on 1-405 referred to in the text on page 1-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS refer to
bottlenecks within the proposed project limits. The text has been revised to make this clear.
Discussion related to the traffic bottleneck on the southbound 1-605 connector to 1-405
southbound was added to Section 3.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS. Alternatives 1 and 2 provide a
second receiving lane on 1-405 southbound at the merge point of the ramp from 1-605
southbound to 1-405 southbound. The Alternative 3 design does not provide this second
receiving lane.

Comment GR1-11

Please see Response to Comment GR1-2 and Common Response — Coordination between
Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los Angeles Metro, COG, and the City of Long Beach.

Comment GR1-12
Please see Response to Comment GR1-3.

Comment GR1-13

Projects included in the RTP and FTIP were considered in determining that the project would not
prevent the implementation of other future improvements. Consideration of additional potential
projects currently in the planning stage and noted below has been included in the Final EIR/EIS
in Section 1.2.2.7, Independent Utility and Logical Termini.

Projects currently being planned in Los Angeles County to widen 1-405 by one or two lanes in
each direction and/or to include Express Lanes are still in the early planning stages. The SR-91/
1-605/1-405 Congestion Hot Spots study prepared by Los Angeles Metro and the COG in 2012 is
the most recent planning document that includes and evaluates potential improvements along the
I-405 and 1-605 corridors north of the 1-405/1-605 interchange. Preparation of Project Study
Reports covering discrete portions of SR-91, 1-605, and [-405 is the next step in advancing
projects in this area.

The SR-91/1-605/1-405 Congestion Hot Spots study includes three concepts for improvements on
I-405 and 1-605 north of their interchange. The concepts provide for the addition of one or two
lanes in each direction on 1-405 in Los Angeles County north of the 1-405/1-605 interchange.
Because the 1-405 Improvement Project in Orange County would terminate improvements
(except for signing and striping associated only with the Express Lane transitions in Alternative
3) within Orange County, none of the concepts considered in the SR-91/1-605/1-405 Congestion
Hot Spots study would be precluded by the 1-405 Improvement Project in Orange County.
Widening of 1-405 in Los Angeles County north of 1-605 would effectively continue the 1-405
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Improvement Project in Orange County as far north as Temple Avenue in Long Beach and
would represent a complementary improvement to the improvements proposed south of the
1-405/1-605 interchange in Orange County. Adjustments to Express Lane transition areas, which
consist of signing and striping, in Los Angeles County may be required if Alternative 3 is
identified as the Preferred Alternative and Express Lanes are not included in a future widening of
I-405 in Los Angeles County. Express Lanes are a potential alternative for widening in Los
Angeles County because this corridor is identified as part of the Express Lane network identified
in the 2012 RTP.

The SR-91/1-605/1-405 Congestion Hot Spots study includes potential improvements on 1-605
and north of the 1-405/1-605 interchange. The potential improvements include improvements to
the Katella Avenue/Willow Street and Spring Street/Cerritos Avenue interchanges and a
northbound auxiliary lane north of Spring Street. Because the 1-405 Improvement Project in
Orange County would terminate improvements to 1-605, except for signing and striping
associated only with the Express Lane transitions in Alternative 3, south of Katella Avenue, none
of the concepts considered in the SR-91/1-605/1-405 Congestion Hot Spots study would be
precluded by the 1-405 Improvement Project in Orange County.

The SR-91/1-605/1-405 Congestion Hot Spots study identifies the 1-605/1-405 interchange as an
area of improvement; however, no details of the improvements are provided other than provision
for a dual-lane branch connector from 1-605 southbound to northbound 1-405. Page 56 of the
COG’s SR-91/1-605/1-405 Initial Corridors Study (April 2008) and the COG’s SR-91/1-605
Needs Assessment Study (September 2005) identify the 1-605 southbound merge onto
southbound 1-405 as a congestion problem due to the narrowing of the 1-605 approach onto 1-405
to a single lane. Please see Response to Comment GR1-10.

Section 1.2.2.7, Independent Utility and Logical Termini, of the Final EIR/EIS identifies planned
projects to widen 1-405 in Los Angeles County and to improve the 1-605/1-405 interchange. The
section also indicates that none of these projects would be precluded based on the extent to
which the projects are currently defined.

The statement on page 1-24 of the Draft EIR/EIS referenced in the comment is accurate in that
the proposed alternatives would not change or restrict other foreseeable improvements or affect
the HOV lanes outside of the project limits. Quantitative analysis is not necessary to support this
statement. No projects have been identified that the proposed project would restrict, and the
proposed project does not change the HOV lanes beyond the project limits.

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT R1-GR-19 March 2015



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Comment GR1-14

Only Alternative 3 would require work in Los Angeles County. Project layouts for Alternative 3,
including those in Los Angeles County, are provided in Appendix P3 (L-31 through L-36) of the
Final EIR/EIS. Layouts L-31 through L-36 show the lane configurations and transitions within
Los Angeles County.

Comment GR1-15

Consistency with regional plans is discussed in Section 3.1.1.2, Environmental Consequences, in
the Final EIR/EIS.

Comment GR1-16

The description of the TSM/TDM elements of each of the build alternatives is presented on page
2-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS identifies what TSM/TDM elements are proposed
for inclusion in the project and the potential impacts of their implementation. The TSM/TDM
and transit improvements noted in the Orange County/Los Angeles County Inter-County
Transportation Study (Inter-County Study) include general transit improvements, such as the
need for additional transit service across the Orange/Los Angeles county line, particularly with
respect to services not focused on local transit malls (page 111). OCTA has an ongoing planning
process for the identification of transit improvements needed throughout Orange County,
including connections into Los Angeles County, which is the appropriate process to be followed
for coordination of transit services at the county line. The Inter-County Study (page 117) also
recommends consideration of ramp metering, traffic monitoring, and congestion pricing. Ramp
metering and traffic monitoring are included in the TSM/TDM items included in all of the build
alternatives as stated on page 2-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Congestion pricing is included in the
Express lanes of Alternative 3. Please see also Response to Comment GR1-6.

Comment GR1-17

A Supplemental Traffic Study has been prepared and a Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS prepared
and circulated covering potential traffic impacts in Los Angeles County. The analysis and
measures presented in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS are included in Section 3.1.6 of the Final
EIR/EIS.

Comment GR1-18

A Supplemental Traffic Study has been prepared and a Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS prepared
and circulated covering potential traffic impacts in Los Angeles County. The Supplemental
Traffic Study and the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS provide information regarding future traffic
operations along freeways in Los Angeles County under each of the alternatives. The analysis
presented in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS is included in Section 3.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS.
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The GP lanes are improved in Alternative 3 as a result of its Express Lanes. As shown in Tables
3.1.6-5 and 3.1.6-13, LOS in the GP lanes is F but, as also shown in the tables, v/c ratios are
lower in the GP lanes under Alternative 3 than under the No Build Alternative. Under LOS F
conditions, traffic flow is below capacity and anticipated to be less than traffic flow per lane in
the Express Lanes under LOS D conditions shown in those same tables. Because flow is higher
in the Express Lanes, traffic would be attracted from the GP lanes to the Express Lanes, reducing
the volume in the GP lanes and enhancing GP lane operations.

Slow-moving congested freeway lanes have lower and unstable throughput compared to
uncongested lanes. During peak periods, the GP lanes on 1-405 are forecast to be heavily
congested with lower throughput (approximately 1,200 vehicles per hour per lane [vphpl]) than
the Express Lanes, whose throughput would be managed to approximately 1,700 vphpl. For an
explanation of how this management works, see page 2-20 of the Draft EIR/EIS. By providing
more throughput per lane through management of the Express Lanes, traffic in the GP lanes
would be reduced and congestion eased; for two conditions with the same total number of lanes
and congested conditions, congestion in the GP lanes would be less if two of the lanes were
managed to increase their throughput. See the rows of Table 3.1.6-14 labeled “Brookhurst Street
to SR-22 East” for a comparison of the throughput of Build Alternatives 2 and 3 with the same
total number of lanes.

The Traffic Study (Draft EIR/EIS Appendix L) provides analysis of traffic operations at the
northern end of the project as shown in Tables 2.3.1, 2.4.1, 2.4.2, 25.1,25.2, 2.6.1, 2.6.2, 2.7.1,
and 2.7.2. The Draft EIR/EIS summarizes the operations on the branch connectors at the SR-22/
7" Street and 1-605 interchanges in Tables 3.1.6-9 and 3.1.6-15. The transition areas at the ends
of the Express Lanes along 1-405 and 1-605 near the northern terminus of the proposed project
are presented in Table 3.1.6-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Interchanges and operations along 1-405
and 1-605 north of the project limits are included in the Supplemental Traffic Study and the
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS. See also Common Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/
Los Angeles County Line.

Comment GR1-19

With respect to queuing at the northern end of the project, please see Response to Comment
GR1-3 and Common Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.

Weaving analysis is presented in the Traffic Study (Draft EIR/EIS Appendix L) in Tables 2.3.3,
2.4.6 through 2.4.8, 2.5.6 through 2.5.8, 2.6.6 through 2.6.8, and 2.7.6 through 2.7.8. The
transition areas at the termini of the Express Lanes in Alternative 3 are not weaving areas, but
their analysis is presented in Table 3.1.6-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS.
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The proposed project is not a safety project.

Comment GR1-20

The coordination with Los Angeles County referenced in the comment has been accomplished
with the adoption of the RTP. If Alternative 3 becomes the Preferred Alternative, Caltrans and
OCTA would be implementing an element of regional coordination embodied in the RTP.
Currently, there are no projects programmed for 1-405 within or immediately north of the project
area of the 1-405 Improvement Project in Orange County. Please see also Common Response —
Coordination between Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los Angeles Metro, COG, and the
City of Long Beach.

Comment GR1-21

Table 3.1.6-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS shows the Alternative 3 Express Lane transition area, and it
is labeled “I-405 — 1-605 to San Gabriel.” Page 3.1.6-102 discusses the findings of the 1-405
Traffic Study. Gateway Cities COG has not conducted a study that evaluates the branch
connectors at the 1-405/1-605 interchange assuming Express Lanes on 1-405 and on the direct
connector between 1-605 and 1-405.

Comment GR1-22

The Supplemental Traffic Study and the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS include analysis for both
ends i.e. north (1-605) and south (I-405) termini of the project supporting project’s long-term
benefits for transportation network as well as intersection circulation improvement, and
congestion reduction. This analysis is included in Section 3.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS. For further
details, please see Response to Comment GR1-18 and Common Response — Traffic Flow at the
Orange County/ Los Angeles County Line.

Comment GR1-23

All projects included in the RTP and local projects that have received environmental clearance
were included in the traffic forecasting process. Projects included in cumulative analysis are
limited to those reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Table 3.6-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

Table 3.6-1 was updated to include additional projects within Los Angeles County, as
determined applicable by the PDT.

Comment GR1-24

As described in Section 3.6.5.5, Community Impacts, of the Draft EIR/EIS, the resource study
area (RSA) for the community impact assessment includes the localized area within the project
limits and surrounding vicinity within a 0.5-mile radius of the 1-405 corridor. This would include
those portions of Long Beach and Los Angeles County shown in Figure 3.1.4-1. Additional
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discussion of pertinent community data for Long Beach and Los Angeles County has been
incorporated throughout the Final EIR/EIS for the build alternatives, as applicable.

Comment GR1-25

Please see Responses to Comments GR1-1 through 3, 10, 11, 13, and 17 through 22, and
Common Response — Coordination between Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los Angeles
Metro, COG, and the City of Long Beach.

Comment GR1-26
Please see Responses to Comments GR1-1 and GR1-3.

Comment GR1-27
Please see Response to Comment GR1-25.

Comment GR1-28

Please see Responses to Comments GR1-3 and GR1-25 and Common Response — Coordination
between Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los Angeles Metro, COG, and the City of Long
Beach.

Comment GR1-29
Please see Responses to Comments GR1-6 and GR1-16.

Comment GR1-30
Please see Responses to Comments GR1-1 and GR1-3.

Comment GR1-31
Please see Response to Comment GR1-13.

Response to Comment Letter GR2

Comment GR2-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank the Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) for participating in the
environmental process for the 1-405 Improvement Project. OCFA’s comment was considered
during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. OCFA will
be notified at the address provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for
review.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.
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Response to Comment Letter GR3

Comment GR3-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank the Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD) for participating in the
environmental process for the 1-405 Improvement Project. OCSD’s comments were considered
during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. OCSD will
be notified at the address provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for
review.

The proposed project improvements for the three build alternatives are shown in Draft EIR/EIS
Appendix P, Project Plans (P1, P2, and P3), on sheet L-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. It is not
anticipated that the improvements will impact access or operations of the sewer facilities within
the OCSD vicinity. Refer to Draft EIR/EIS Appendix K (K1), Utility Plan Sheets U-2, U-40,
U-48, and U-49, for proposals to the existing sewer facilities.

Comment GR3-2

The proposed project improvements for the three build alternatives consist of constructing a new
southbound connector ramp along the south side of Ellis Avenue, with partial acquisition of
OCSD ROW that currently is landscaped. The improvements are shown in Draft EIR/EIS
Appendix P, Project Plans (P1, P2, and P3), on sheet L-2. As determined in the Euclid Street On-
Ramp Bridge and Connector Advanced Planning Study, access to the OCSD property via the
main driveway will be maintained during construction of the new ramp connector. Construction
of this new ramp connector is proposed to be completed early and be fully operational to
alleviate existing congestion at the southbound 1-405 ramps/Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street
intersection.

Comment GR3-3

As described in Measure COM-2, access will be maintained at all times during construction,
consistent with Section 7-1.03 Public Convenience of 2010 Standard Specifications. The existing
access to the hydrogen fuel cell station via the main driveway across from the southbound ramps
at Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street will be maintained by the project. Furthermore, operations of the
fuel cell station are not anticipated to be impacted by the project improvements.

Comment GR3-4

The proposed project improvements for the three build alternatives are shown in the Draft
EIR/EIS Appendix P, Project Plans (P1, P2, and P3), on sheet L-2. It is not anticipated that the
improvements will impact access or operations of the sewer facilities within the OCSD vicinity.
Refer to the Draft EIR/EIS Appendix K (K1), Utility Plan Sheets U-2, U-40, U-48, and U-49, for
proposals to the existing sewer facilities.
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Comment GR3-5

The requirement has been added to Table 2-2, Probable Permit Requirements and Approvals, of
the Final EIR/EIS. At this time, discharge to the sewer is not anticipated. If it is determined that
discharge to the sewer is necessary, a Special Purpose Discharge Permit will be obtained.

Comment GR3-6

The requirement has been added to Table 2-2, Probable Permit Requirements and Approvals, of
the Final EIR/EIS. At this time, discharge to the sewer is not anticipated. If it is determined that
discharge to the sewer is necessary, review/approval of water quality of discharges to the sewer
and associated measures to eliminate materials and regulated compounds will be coordinated
with OCSD staff.

Response to Comment Letter GR4

Comment GR4-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) for
participating in the environmental process for the 1-405 Improvement Project. SCAQMD’s
comments were considered during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the
Final EIR/EIS. SCAQMD will be notified when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

The air quality analysis for the project has been prepared in accordance with the requirements.
Please see Common Response — Air Quality. Specific concerns are addressed in the following
responses.

Comment GR4-2

Section 1.2.2.6, Air Quality Improvements has been modified to remove reference that the
project is a TCM in the AQMP. However, Section 1.2.2.7 has been updated stating that the
project is identified as a new TCM in Table 111-2.3 of the 2015 FTIP.. Please see Response to
Comment GR4-1 above.

Comment GR4-3

Caltrans and OCTA thank SCAQMD for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Comments submitted by SCAQMD have been responded to in the Final
EIR/EIS. SCAQMD will be notified when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Comment GR4-4
Please see response to Comment GR4-2 above.
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Comment GR4-5

The air quality analysis was conducted consistent with Caltrans protocols and guidance and
addresses both construction and operational impacts. As noted in its Standard Environmental
Reference (SER), Caltrans has adopted FHWA guidance for evaluating MSAT emissions. Please
see Response to Comment GR4-1 and Common Response — Health Risks.

Comment GR4-6

The comment states that the MSAT analysis ignores Section 15064 of the CEQA Guidelines,
which requires substantial evidence to determine the significance of an impact. FHWA'’s Interim
Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents provides substantial
evidence documenting the basis for not conducting a quantitative analysis of impacts from
toxics. SCAQMD may disagree with this conclusion, but Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines
clearly states that disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate. Please see
Common Response — Health Risks.

Comment GR4-7

Caltrans agreed to use the HRA for the Schuyler Heim Bridge Project and conduct an HRA for
the 1-710 expansion project because of the high volume of diesel truck traffic at these two
locations (more than 30 percent trucks near the San Pedro Bay Ports) and because of the
documented high levels of public health risk associated with the port activity. These conditions
do not apply to the build alternatives, where the truck volumes are approximately 3 to 3.5 percent
of the total volume and are less than the regional average of 6.9 percent. In addition, a detailed
HRA was not completed and is not necessary because the build alternatives would reduce MSAT
emissions in the study area. Please see Common Response — Health Risks.

Comment GR4-8

As a Statewide agency covering diverse geographic areas, Caltrans has, as a matter of policy, left
the determination of significance to the District Project Development Team (PDT). In the Draft
EIR/EIS, the PDT made determinations of significance based on the results of the technical
studies and did not use the SCAQMD thresholds. It is not necessary to quantify emission
reductions associated with construction-related mitigation measures because these emissions are
not compared to the SCAQMD thresholds. Please see Common Response — Traffic Flow at the
Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.

Comment GR4-9

Any air quality analysis of when, where, or how long construction-related congestion will last
that is disclosed on page 3.2.6-27 of the Draft EIR/EIS is subjective and does not require
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analysis. In addition, the construction analysis in the Final EIR/EIS has been updated using the
current Roadway Construction Emissions Model (Version 7.1.2, September 2012).

Comment GR4-10

The conclusion reached in Chapter 4, CEQA Evaluation, is consistent with Caltrans’ approach to
greenhouse gas (GHG) analysis and disclosure. Caltrans is committed to implementing the
measures discussed in Chapter 4 statewide to help reduce the project’s effects on global climate
change.

Comment GR4-11

The Draft EIR/EIS quantified existing criteria pollutant, MSAT, and GHG emissions. As
discussed in Comment GF4-1, the build alternatives are not growth inducing. As a result,
impacts were evaluated based on the change between the no-build and build conditions. In
addition, a CEQA analysis is provided in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

Comment GR4-12

With respect to growth inducement, please see Response to Comment GF4-1. With respect to
traffic volumes, the Final EIR/EIS explains that the single demand forecast applies to the peak-
hour volumes used for traffic performance analysis. The increase in VMT for the build
alternatives shown in Table 3.1.6-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS is a result of a combination of factors,
including redevelopment and infill development within the corridor, new development outside
the corridor, increasing VMT per person, and reduction in diversion away from the freeway due
to increased capacity of the alternatives compared to the no-build condition. Additional traffic is
expected to shift from the arterial system onto the freeway during other off-peak hours of the day
due to the reduced congestion resulting from the combination of the lower demand during off-
peak hours and the added capacity provided under the build alternatives.

Comment GR4-13

Please see Response to Comment GF4-1 with respect to induced traffic. As of October 16, 2012,
the project description in the 2011 RTP/FTIP (FTIP Amendment #34) was updated to match
Alternative 3. If Alternative 1 or 2 is identified as the Preferred Alternative, an additional
amendment to the RTP/FTIP may be required. Text in the Final EIR/EIS related to the project
listing/description in the RTP/FTIP in the Summary, Chapter 1, Chapter 2, Chapter 3, and
Appendix J has been updated to reflect the current status of the project in the RTP/FTIP.
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Comment GR4-14

The MSAT analysis discussion beginning on page 3.2.6-42 of the Draft EIR/EIS includes VMT
data consistent with the Traffic Study. No changes in the conclusions or findings in Section
3.2.6, Air Quality, of the Final EIR/EIS are required.

Comment GR4-15

The Draft EIR/EIS discloses the potential for impacts from MSATS to the extent that current
scientific information allows. Sensitive receptors are identified, and a qualitative assessment of
impacts to the sensitive receptors, including low-income and minority communities, was
performed. Quantitative analysis for MSATSs was conducted for the project, as described starting
on page 3.2.6-42 in Section 3.2.6.3, Environmental Consequences, of the Draft EIR/EIS. Please
see Common Response — Health Risks.

Comment GR4-16

Please see Common Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.
The congested conditions at the north end of the project have been included in the air quality
analysis. The air quality analysis presented in the Draft EIR/EIS was based on traffic conditions
forecast in the Traffic Study, which shows congested conditions in the area at the north end of
the project. Tables 3.1.6-4, 3.1.6-5, 3.1.6-12, and 3.1.6-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS show that the
segment of 1-405 from SR-22 East to 1-605 is anticipated to be congested to varying degrees
under all of the build alternatives.

Comment GR4-17

TSM/TDM are included in each of the build alternatives and are identified on page 2-17 of the
Draft EIR/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS concludes on page 3.2.6-54 with respect to permanent air
quality impacts that “No adverse operational impacts were identified, and no operational
avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures are required.” It is agreed that additional
TDM and/or transit options in the project corridor may improve air quality, but they are not
required for this project because air quality improves under any of the build alternatives
compared to the No Build Alternative. OCTA provides a planning process to identify such
potential TDM and transit improvements on a countywide basis and is anticipated to provide
consideration for them as part of that process. Transit vehicles will be eligible to use the HOV
and/or Express Lanes included in the build alternatives.

Comment GR4-18

As of October 16, 2012, the project description in the 2011 RTP/FTIP (FTIP Amendment #34)
was updated to match Alternative 3. If Alternative 1 or 2 is identified as the Preferred
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Alternative, an additional amendment to the RTP/FTIP may be required. The conformity
determination is based on the Preferred Alternative.

Comment GR4-19
The Final EIR/EIS will be reviewed to ensure that traffic data used to estimate emissions
associated with Alternative 1 are consistent with the traffic analysis. Please see Response to
Comment GR4-14.

Comment GR4-20

The Air Quality Technical Study was completed in May 2011. EMFAC 2011 was not used at
that time in accordance with Caltrans policy, which only requires use of EMFAC 2011 for new
environmental studies started after October 1, 2011. However, supplemental analysis using
EMFAC 2011 was completed in January 2014 and there were no substantial difference in the
results. Section 3.2.6, Air Quality, of the Final EIR/EIS has been updated as applicable.

Response to Comment Letter GR5

Comment GR5-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for
participating in the environmental process for the 1-405 Improvement Project. SCAG’s comment
was considered during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the Final
EIR/EIS. SCAG will be notified at the address provided in your comment when the Final
EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Common Response — Coordination between Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los
Angeles Metro, COG, and the City of Long Beach.

Response to Comment Letter GR6

Comment GR6-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank the Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA) for participating in the
environmental process for the 1-405 Improvement Project. TCA’s comments were considered
during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. TCA will be
notified at the address provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
Please see Common Response — Preferred Alternative Identification.

Comment GR6-2

HOV lanes are shown in the current RTP on SR-73. At the time that Caltrans pursues a project to
implement these HOV lanes, consideration may be given to implementation of those lanes as
HOT or Express Lanes.
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Comment GR6-3
Caltrans appreciates this comment.

Comment GR6-4

The project will have close coordination with OCTA, cities, and other project stakeholders,
including TCA, during final design, with appropriate lane closure charts to be included with the
Contract Special Provisions.

Comment GR6-5

The existing TCA “The Toll Roads” changeable message sign would not be impacted under
Alternative 3, as shown in the revised Appendix P Project Plans L-6A of the Final EIR/EIS.
Please see Common Response — Replacement of Fairview Road Overcrossing/Truncation of
Tolled Express Lanes.

Comment GR6-6

The project will have close coordination with stakeholders, including TCA, with respect to the
existing advance guide signs to SR-73 during the design phase of the project should Alternative
3 be identified as the Preferred Alternative.
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